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Governance mechanisms and learning processes in collaborative projects: 
Report on preliminary survey results  
1. Introduction The Queensland University of Technology, together with the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology, the Alliancing Association of Australasia (AAA), Project Delivery Services (PDS), and the Australian Research Council (ARC), have invested in a research project which aims to improve the value for money provided by collaborative contracting in the building and infrastructure sectors in Australia and New Zealand. 
1.1 Background  Over the past 15 years, collaborative contracting has emerged as an innovative project delivery framework that is particularly suited to the delivery of complex infrastructure projects. Models of collaborative contracting have continually evolved over this time, as practitioners have progressively built expertise and sought to refine the efficacy with which the principles of collaboration are achieved. Supporting innovation in efficient, effective collaborative project delivery has become particularly important given the recent decline in public and private sector investment in infrastructure, at a time when demand continues to grow. Conventional contract agreements have been found to be inadequate to manage infrastructure projects characterised by a high degree of durability, complexity and uncertainty (Eriksson 2008; Lahdenperä 2009). Collaborative contracting has emerged as a means to more adequately facilitate the strong interdependence required between project partners under these more complex project conditions. Collaborative contract agreements embody cooperative social behaviour, and provide a more complex governance structure to provide a framework to sustain cooperation between partners, and to manage the high cost of coordination between partners (Rahman and Kumaraswamy 2004; Williamson 1991).  The impact of collaborative contracting methods on project performance can be indicated by the extent to which value for money is achieved during project delivery, where value for money measures the client’s benefits with respect to quality, social and environmental outcomes, and is balanced against the cost (price and risk exposure) of achieving those benefits (Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2011). The literature recognises that the extent to which value for money is achieved in collaborative contracting is influenced by a range of formal and informal governance mechanisms (Chan et al. 2010), and by the development and application of organisational learning capabilities within client and service provider organisations (Carrillo et al. 2006; Hartmann et al. 2010). The nature and value of collaborative governance mechanisms and organisational learning processes are detailed in the literature reviews prepared in the first stage of this research project (Chen et al. 2012; 2013). Previous research, as demonstrated in the literature, shows that different combinations of formal and informal governance mechanisms are applied within different project delivery contexts to achieve optimal value for money (Chan et al. 2010; Love et al. 2010; Scheepbouwer and Humphries 2011). However, little evidence has been established thus far as to which governance mechanisms have the most impact (positive or negative) on value for money, or what the most optimal combination of formal and informal mechanisms is for achieving value for money (Department of Treasury and Finance 2009; Nyström 2008). Similarly, there has been little study on the impact of organisational learning routines and capabilities on collaborative project performance. Furthermore, research to date 
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presents limited statistically rigorous evidence gathered by quantitative means regarding the performance implications of collaborative procurement mechanisms (Eriksson and Westerberg 2011). This research project has applied quantitative methods of data collection and analysis to establish statistically significant evidence demonstrating the implications of collaborative governance and learning mechanisms on project performance. 
1.2 Scope of this study This is a 3 year research project which commenced in April 2012, and will be completed by April 2015. The specific research objectives of this study are to determine: 1) Which collaborative governance mechanisms (formal and informal) are used in collaborative project delivery in Australia and New Zealand; 2) The impact (positive or negative) of these governance mechanisms on project performance, and therefore value for money; 3) The combination of formal and informal governance mechanisms that will optimise value for money under a range of project delivery contexts; 4) Which learning routines and underlying learning capabilities are applied by participant organisations during collaborative project delivery; 5) The impact of organisational learning capabilities on collaborative project performance. The research objectives will be informed through analysis of data that has been collected through conduct of a large scale quantitative survey. A copy of the survey is provided at Appendix A. The survey was distributed to the contact database of the Alliancing Association of Australasia (AAA), a total of 1688 prospective respondents. Responses were sought from this pool to achieve a broad representation of construction sector practitioners of collaborative projects from Australia and New Zealand, including public and private sector clients, contractors, consultants and suppliers. Recipients were eligible for inclusion in the study if they had been involved in one or more components of the development, design or delivery of a collaborative project in Australia or New Zealand, and if they were able to report on a recently or soon to be completed project that employed collaborative governance arrangements. Following a pilot testing process, the survey was distributed by email as a link to an online survey, and was open for response for a period of 12 weeks (18/11/12 – 8/02/13).  
1.3 Purpose of this report This report will present basic descriptive statistics showing how survey participants responded to each survey question. The data in this paper will be presented for all survey components, including: 1. Response rate 2. Respondent demographics and respondent project characteristics 3. Respondents’ project performance 4. The implementation of formal governance mechanisms 5. The implementation of informal governance mechanisms 6. The implementation of organisational learning processes 
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This raw data will be analysed in detail over the coming 18 months to inform the research objectives. The results of this analysis will be progressively published in a series of journal papers. 
2. Survey Results  
2.1 Response rate At closure of the survey, 357 responses had been received, of which 37 responses were eliminated due to being either insufficiently complete or pertaining to projects outside the scope of the study. Hence, 320 valid responses were received, providing an overall response rate of 19% of the 1688 prospective respondents. Applying the sample size estimation formula recommended by Bartlett et al. (2001), this can be shown to be a response rate that will ensure suitable statistical rigour of the data at an alpha level of 0.05 with a 3% margin of error.  
2.2 Respondent demographics & project characteristics The survey required respondents to consider a recently or soon to be completed collaborative project in which they had been involved. Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the characteristics of the respondents and the projects to which their survey responses pertained.  
Table 1 Year of completion of the projects nominated by respondents 
Year of Project Completion Number of respondents Percentage of respondents (%) 
2008 and before 12 4.4 
2009 16 5.8 
2010 44 16.0 
2011 35 12.7 
2012 113 41.1 
2013 29 10.5 
2014 and after 26 9.5 
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Table 2 Respondent demographics and project characteristics  
 n %   n % n % 
Project characteristics 
Type of client   
  Experience of client in asset 
procurement 
    
Public sector 276 86.3  Experienced  285 89.6   
Private sector  44 13.8  Inexperienced  33 10.4   
         
Type of contract    Project Sector      
Project alliance 155 51.8  Road 113 38.0   
Program alliance 80 26.8  Water 89 30.0   
Early contractor involvement 27 9.0  Rail 52 17.5   
Design and construct with collaboration 16 5.4  Energy 14 4.7   
Cost plus incentive fee with collaboration 8 2.7  Building 10 3.4   
Early tender involvement 8 2.7  Mining 10 3.4   
Lump sum with collaboration 4 1.3  Oil & gas 4 1.3   
Other contracts with collaboration 1 0.3  Waste management 3 1.0   
    Defence 2 0.7   
         
Value of contract held by respondent 
organisation  (m = million) 
   
Project Location    
  
< $500,000 30 9.5  NSW 98 30.7   
$500,000 < $2m 25 7.9  Qld 85 26.6   
$2m < $5m 15 4.8  WA 71 22.3   
$5m < $10m 13 4.1  Vic 43 13.5   
$10m < $50m 61 19.4  NZ 9 2.8   
$50m < $100m 45 14.3  SA 8 2.5   
$100m < $500m 82 26.0  ACT 2 0.6   
> $500m 32 10.2  NT 2 0.6   
Other 12 3.8  Tas 1 0.3   
         
Total Project Value (m = million)    Significance of key risk factors Complexity Uncertainty 
< $5m 7 2.3  Very insignificant 9 2.8 5 1.7 
$5m to < $10m 3 1.0  Moderately insignificant 8 2.5 8 2.7 
$10m to < $50m 18 5.9  Slightly insignificant 8 2.5 14 4.7 
$50m to < $100m 41 13.5  Neutral 12 3.8 18 6 
$100m to < $500m 142 46.9  Slightly significant 39 12.3 53 17.7 
> $500m 92 30.4  Moderately significant 112 35.2 112 37.3 
    Very significant 130 40.9 89 29.7 
    Not sure 0 0 1 0.3 
Respondents characteristics 
 
Number of collaborative projects the 
respondent had previously worked on 
prior to the project reported in survey:  
   
Type of organisation you 
worked for during the project: 
    
0 35 10.9  Client 108 34.3   
1 38 11.9  Contractor 106 33.7   
2 60 18.8  Consultant 98 31.1   
3 42 13.1  Supplier 2 0.6   
4 28 8.8  Subcontractor 1 0.3   
5 29 9.1       
6 22 6.9  Type of position you held 
during project: 
    
7 5 1.6  Project leadership team 142 48.1   
8 5 1.6  Operational management team 103 34.9   
9 1 0.3  Advisor/ facilitator 50 16.9   
> 10 55 17.2       In subsequent sections of this paper, the results presented for each survey question will not be differentiated according to respondent or project characteristics; instead, results for the entire sample are presented. Further analysis of the data in subsequent papers will assess the extent to which responses are influenced by respondent demographics and project characteristics. 
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2.3 Performance of the projects identified by respondents Respondents were asked to use a 7 point rating scale to identify the degree to which they perceived their project achieved the agreed performance targets, within the following 8 key performance areas: time efficiency, cost efficiency, quality of work, team collaboration, safety, environmental impact, community impact and innovation. Figure 1 summarises the proportion of respondents that perceived that their project achieved or exceeded, to varying degrees, the agreed performance targets. 
 
Figure 1 The percentage of respondents that perceived, to varying degrees, that their project achieved or exceeded the agreed performance targets. 
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2.4 The implementation of formal governance mechanisms in collaborative projects  Respondents were asked to consider a range of formal governance mechanisms which had been identified in the literature. These mechanisms were grouped into 3 categories: cost; risk and reward sharing; and design involvement. Respondents were asked to use a 7 point scale to identify the degree to which they perceived that each mechanism was implemented in their project. Figure 2 summarises the proportion of respondents that agreed, to some extent, that each formal governance mechanism was implemented in their project. 
 
Figure 2 The percentage of respondents that agreed, to varying degrees, that each formal governance mechanism was implemented in their collaborative project.
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2.5 The implementation of informal governance mechanisms in collaborative projects Respondents were asked to consider a range of informal governance mechanisms which had been identified in the literature. These mechanisms were grouped into 4 categories: leadership; team integration; workshops; and management systems. Respondents were asked to use a 7 point scale to identify the degree to which they perceived that each mechanism was implemented in their project. Figure 3 summarises the proportion of respondents that agreed, to some extent, that each informal governance mechanism was implemented in their project. 
 
Figure 3 The percentage of respondents that agreed, to varying degrees, that each informal governance mechanism was implemented in their collaborative project.
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2.6 The implementation of organisational learning processes in collaborative projects Respondents were asked to consider the learning processes applied by their parent organisation during the collaborative project they had described. A range of organisational learning processes that had been identified in the literature were presented for consideration, under 3 categories: exploratory, transformative and exploitative learning processes. Respondents were asked to use a 7 point scale to identify the degree to which they perceived that each process was implemented by their organisation. Figure 4 summarises the proportion of respondents that agreed, to some extent, that each organisational learning process was implemented during their project. 
 
Figure 4 The percentage of respondents that agreed, to varying degrees, that each organisational learning process was implemented during their collaborative project.  
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3. Conclusion This research project aims to gather statistically rigorous quantitative evidence demonstrating the implications of collaborative governance mechanisms and learning processes on project performance in the Australian and New Zealand construction industries. To this effect, a large scale survey was distributed to a broad cross section of construction industry practitioners in Australia and New Zealand, including public and private sector clients, contractors, consultants and suppliers. The survey yielded a statistically robust 320 valid responses (19% response rate). Respondents provided observations on their experience of the implementation of governance mechanisms and organisational learning processes as applied during collaborative projects they have been involved in. These observations are summarised in this report, and will be analysed in detail over the coming 18 months, the results of which will be progressively published in a series of journal papers. This analysis will inform our understanding of the combination of governance mechanisms and learning processes that will optimise project performance, and hence value for money, during collaborative project delivery in Australia and New Zealand. 
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Appendix 1 - Survey on Collaborative Governance 
Mechanisms and Learning Processes 
 
 PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
The value of collaboration in delivering infrastructure projects 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1100001539 
 
RESEARCH LEADER 
Associate Professor Karen Manley, School of Civil Engineering and Built Environment, QUT.  
DESCRIPTION 
Research is being conducted into the best ways of increasing value for money provided by collaborative delivery systems for 
infrastructure projects. The project is funded by the Australian Research Council (ARC) and the Alliancing Association of Australasia 
(AAA).  
The purpose of this project is to provide substantial benefits to the parties involved in delivering collaborative projects. The research 
is expected to improve industry relationships and deliver improved project value. You are invited to participate in this project 
because your business has experience in collaborative forms of contracting. Your contact details were provided by AAA. 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you agree to participate, you can withdraw from the project at any time 
without comment or penalty. If you withdraw, on request any identifiable information already obtained from you will be destroyed. 
Your decision to participate, or not participate, will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT or any of 
the funding bodies. Your participation will involve completing the enclosed survey, which will take approximately 15 minutes. 
RISKS AND EXPECTED BENEFITS 
There are no known risks beyond normal day-to-day living associated with your participation in this project. It is expected that this 
project will benefit you by increasing the use of relationship-based delivery systems, creating a more efficient and equitable working 
environment on projects.  
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses will be treated confidentially and will be anonymous in published reports. The funding bodies will not 
have access to completed surveys. Non-identificable data may be used in future projects or stored in an open access database for 
secondary analysis. 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
Your completion and return of the enclosed survey will be taken as an indication of your consent to participate in this project. 
FURTHER INFORMATION 
Please contact Jo Lewis at jo.lewis@qut.edu.au or go to http://www.a3c3.org/pages/studies-reports.html if you require further 
information about the project. 
CONCERNS/COMPLAINTS 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  However, if you do have any concerns or 
complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research Ethics Unit is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution 
to your concern in an impartial manner. 
 
Thank you for helping with this research project.  Please keep this sheet for your information. 
Questionnaire 
Governance Mechanisms
Learning Processes
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Information for Respondents 
Purpose of the survey: This survey gathers data to improve value-for-money on collaborative projects in Australasia. We 
measure the importance of governance arrangements that are used to manage such projects, and measure the 
importance of learning processes within construction organisations. Refer to the literature reviews at 
[http://www.a3c3.org/pages/studies-reports.html] for further discussion of the concepts used in this survey.  
Confidentiality: Information will be used for academic purpose only. Your answers will be confidential. Results will be 
aggregated and presented as summaries only, and individual respondents will not be identified. 
Survey structure: This survey asks about 1) the governance arrangements that were used to manage your most recently 
completed collaborative project; and 2) the learning processes in your parent organisation. 
Who should complete this survey? You will be a suitable respondent if you have been involved in one or more 
components of the development, design and delivery of a collaborative project in Australasia. You will be required to reflect 
on your most recently completed collaborative project. Your project will be relevant if it has employed collaborative 
governance arrangements in conjunction with either a collaborative or traditional style contract.   
Definitions: A collaborative project is defined as a project that includes measures to improve relationships between 
people, functions and/or organisations. The term ‘service provider’, as used in this survey, refers to contractors, 
subcontractors, consultants and suppliers. 
Estimated completion time: Approximately 15 minutes.   
 
Part A Your most recently completed collaborative project  
 
Project Background  
 
1.  Year of project completion: _____________________ 
 
2.  Type of contract used: 
 Project alliance  Early tender involvement  Lump Sum with collaboration 
 Program alliance    
Cost plus incentive fee with 
collaboration 
 Unknown 
 Early contractor involvement  
Design and Construct with 
collaboration 
 
Other contracts with collaboration: 
____________________________ 
 
3.  Type of client: 
 Public sector client   Private sector client         
 
4.  Client was experienced with asset procurement (Y/N): _____________________ 
 
5.  Location of the project:   
 
             NSW             ACT             NT             Qld              SA             Tas            Vic           WA             NZ   
 
6.  Value of the project:  
 Project value < $5m  $5m ≤ Project value < $10m        $10m ≤ Project value < $50m     
 $50m ≤ Project value < $100m    $100m ≤ Project value < $500m    Project value ≥ $500m                
 Other (please specify): ___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
7.  Value of the contract your organisation held in the project:  
 Contract value < $500,000  $500,000 ≤ Contract value < $2m  $2m ≤ Contract value < $5m 
 $5m ≤ Contract value < $10m        $10m ≤ Contract value < $50m      $50m ≤ Contract value < $100m   
 $100m ≤ Contract value < $500m    Contract value ≥ $500m                 Other: ____________________ 
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8.  Sector of the project:     
 Building   Energy  Mining 
 Rail    Water    Defence 
 Road     Waste management             Oil & gas 
 Other (please specify): ___________________________________________________________ 
 
9.  Significance of key risk factors in your project:   
 
 
 
 
 
Code 
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9a. Complexity         
9b. Uncertainty         
 
10.  Type of organisation you worked for on the collaborative project:   
               Client          Contractor          Subcontractor          Supplier          Consultant (specify type): ___________________             
 
11.  Title of your position on the collaborative project (please specify):_________________________________________ 
 
12.  Number of collaborative projects you had previously worked on prior to this project: 
              0  1   2    3      4        5          6           7             8   9     ≥ 10          
 
 
 
Project Performance Please indicate the degree to which the collaborative project you described earlier 
achieved the agreed cost and non-cost performance targets.  
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13. Time efficiency         
14. Cost efficiency         
15. Quality of Work         
16. Team collaboration         
17. Safety         
18. Environment impact         
19. Community impact         
20. Innovation         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RATING SCALE  
 
RATING SCALE  
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Part B Formal governance arrangements of your project  
 
Cost  
 Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on cost apply to the 
collaborative project you described earlier. 
Code RATING SCALE  
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21. Cost was the most important criterion in the 
selection of service providers.         
22. The client selected only one service provider to 
participate in the pricing stage.         
23. The client and the key service providers collectively 
estimated the expected project cost.         
24. An open-book accounting approach was used, 
where the costs of each party were known to all 
other key parties. 
        
25. The fees of key service providers on the project 
were based on expected costs.         
26. The fees of key service providers on the project 
were based on actual costs.         
 
Risk & reward sharing 
 Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on risk and reward sharing apply 
to the collaborative project you described earlier. 
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27. Performance indicators were used to measure the extent to 
which non-price objectives (e.g. safety) were achieved.         
28. There were incentive mechanisms to meet project goals.         
29. Performance monitoring was used to encourage continuous 
improvement.         
30. Over and under performance was supported by a separate client 
fund outside the agreed project cost.         
31. The key service providers solely carried the risk of rising costs.         
32. The key service providers paid a penalty if completion dates 
were not met.         
33. The client and key service providers shared equal proportions of 
profit due to cost underruns.         
34. Any profit due to cost under-runs that was allocated to the key 
service providers was shared fairly between the key service 
providers. 
        
35. The client and key service providers shared equal proportions of 
loss due to project overruns.         
36. Any share of loss due to cost over-runs that was allocated to the 
key service providers was shared fairly between the key service 
providers. 
        
37. Each key service provider’s overall downside risk was capped at 
the loss of its fee.         
38. A single agreement was developed to acknowledge that the 
parties would collectively share project risk.         
39. A ‘no blame’ type of clause was included in documentation.         
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Design involvement  Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on design involvement apply to 
the collaborative project you described earlier. 
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40. The main contractor was involved in design.         
41. Construction subcontractors were involved in design.         
42. Suppliers were involved in design.         
43. Asset operators were involved in design.         
 
 
 
Part C Informal governance arrangements of your project  
 
Leadership 
 Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on leadership apply to the 
collaborative project you described earlier. 
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44. The project leaders had strong logistical skills.         
45. The project leaders had strong communication skills.         
46. The project leaders effectively engaged with community 
stakeholders.         
47. The project leaders sought consensus across the supply chain 
in decision making.         
48. The project leaders made decisions on a ‘best-for-project’ basis.         
 
 
Team integration 
 Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on team integration apply to the 
collaborative project you described earlier. 
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49. There was a non-contractual agreement to encourage 
cooperation.         
50. There was a relationship manager to build cooperation in the 
early stages of the project.         
51. There was a relationship manager to maintain cooperation over 
the life of the project.         
52. The project leaders encouraged cooperation between parties.         
53. There was an integrated team with membership across the key 
service provider organisations.         
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Workshops  Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on workshops apply to the 
collaborative project you described earlier. 
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54. Workshops were used for integration of key service providers.         
55. Workshops were used for innovation development.                                                 
56. Workshops were used for post-review assessment.                                                   
57. Workshops were run by an independent facilitator.         
58. Where appropriate, workshops involved all levels of seniority.         
59. Where appropriate, workshops involved a broad range of 
participant types.         
 
Management systems 
 Please indicate the extent to which the statements below on management systems apply to 
the collaborative project you described earlier. 
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60. Both the client and key service providers participated in key 
project management decisions.         
61. The best aspects of the service provider management systems 
(e.g. cost control, safety) were combined to develop a joint 
project management system. 
        
62. An integrated web-based IT system was established, including 
Building Information Modelling (BIM).         
63. Communication tools (such as an expectation matrix) were 
developed to allow participant organisations to align their 
commitments to each other. 
        
 
Part D Exploratory learning processes in your parent organisation.  
 To what extent do these statements on exploratory learning apply to your parent organisation during the collaborative 
project you described earlier? 
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64. We regularly debrief staff on collaborative projects in formal 
meetings.         
65. We maintain a database of individuals who can help us with 
collaborative projects.         
66. We document the development of different types of collaborative 
governance arrangements.         
67. We liaise with external partners to collect information about the 
following aspects of the collaborative project environment: 
 -  Market developments. 
        
68.  - Technological advancements.         
69. - Staff skill enhancement.         
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Part E Transformative learning processes in your parent organisation 
 To what extent do these statements on transformative learning apply to your parent organisation during the 
collaborative project you described earlier? 
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70. We regularly update guidelines for staff behaviour during 
collaborative projects.         
71. We maintain a database of learnings from our collaborative 
projects.         
72. Staff regularly use a bench-marking approach in collaborative 
project review for continuous improvement.         
73. Staff regularly participate in formal forums, such as meetings, 
seminars, or retreats, to exchange information about collaborative 
project implementation. 
        
74. Staff regularly engage in informal information sharing about 
collaborative projects.         
75. Staff with substantial experience in managing collaborative 
projects are rotated across our key collaborative projects.         
76. Staff incentives are used to encourage information sharing about 
collaborative projects.         
 
 
Part F Exploitative learning processes in your parent organisation  
 To what extent do these statements on exploitative learning apply to your parent organisation during the collaborative 
project you described earlier? 
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77. We regularly apply new knowledge to collaborative projects.         
78. It is well known who can best exploit new knowledge to 
collaborative projects.         
79. We constantly consider how to better exploit the organisation’s 
knowledge base during collaborative projects.         
80. Staff regularly attend training programs on collaborative project 
management.         
81. We incentivise managers’ use of organisational databases on 
collaborative project experience.         
82. We use external behavioural coaches to improve staff skills in 
relation to collaborative project delivery.         
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Part G Further comments  
 
 Please record any further comments about the governance arrangements of collaborative projects and organisational 
learning processes: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your contribution. 
Please return the completed survey by email or post to the following address. 
 
Address: “Collaborative Survey”, Rm S724, QUT Gardens Point, GPO Box 2434. Brisbane. Qld. 4001. Aust.                 
 Tel: 07 3138 3337  Email: jo.lewis@qut.edu.au 
